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Aswealknow,Bartlebyisunaccountable,andsoistheconfidencemantheprotagonist
ofHermanMelvile・s1857novel,whichwaspublishedfouryearsafter・Bartleby・andliteraly
putanendtohiscareerasaprofessionalwriter.Weknowthatthecon-manswindlespeople
andthatheiscaledan・originalgenius,・butwedonotknowatal・whereinhisoriginality
consisted・(3).Heappearstohavemultipleavatars,whoseactionsaredescribedinarelatively
realisticwayforMelvilebutinformationabouthistrueidentity,ifany,istotalyabsentin
thetext.Asthenarratorcommentsontheplacardthatoffersarewardforthecon-man・s
capture,thereisonly・whatpurportedtobeacarefuldescriptionofhisperson・(3).Inher
introductionandexplanatorynotesfortheHendricksHouseeditionofTheConfidence-Man,
whichtheeditorsoftheNorthwesternNewberryeditioncalthe・singlemostimportant
study・ofthenovel(Branch 335),Elizabeth Fosterpointsoutthefactthattheseries
ofimpostersappearanddisappear・mysteriously・;・nooneeverseesthem embark or
disembark...・(xlvii).Thecon-man・soriginanddestinationaremysteries.Nooneknows
whereheisfrom orwhereheisgoing,justasnooneknows・whoBartlebywas・or・what
manneroflifeheled・beforehisappearanceatthelawyer・soffice(45).HenceFosterasks
thesamequestionthatH.BruceFranklinhasaskedconcerningBartleby:the・firstquestion
is:WhoorwhatistheConfidenceMan?・(xlvi).
Thereis,however,adifferencebetween・Bartleby・andTheConfidence-Man.Sincethe
lawyerof・Bartleby・isafirstpersonnarrator,wecanbecertainthatthelawyer-narrator・s
knowledgeofBartlebyispartialandlimited.InMelvile・slastnovel,ontheotherhand,the
storyistoldbyathirdpersonnarrator,whoissupposedtobeomniscient,buthenever
seemsreliable.Readinghisstory,wearealwaysdoubtfulofhiswilingnessorevenhis
abilitytotelthetruthofthecon-man.Weareneversuretowhatextentthenarratorof
TheConfidence-Manknowsaboutthecon-man:hemightbeteling・whoorwhat・thecon-
manrealyis,ormightnot.2Atleastweknow therealnameofBartlebyamongstthose
whoarereferredtoonlybynicknames,butasforthecon-manweneverknow hisreal
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name.Aboveal,wedon・tevenknow whetherthecon-manwhom thetitleofthebooks
referstoisonesinglepersonornot.Naturalyitisimpossibletoknow everythingabout
apersonsinceabookmusthaveanending,butregardingMelvile・scon-manwearenot
alowedtoknow evenwhetherthepersonwewanttoknow aboutrealyexistsassuchor
not.Inamoreradicalwaythanin・Bartleby,・thecon-man・sidentityoreventhepossibility
ofanidentityintheseriesofcon-menisproblematized.Weknow thatthereissomeone
whomightbecaledacon-manonboardtheFidele,onwhichtheentirenarrativeproceeds,
butwedonotknowwhoorwhatheis,orevenwhethertheseriesoftheimpostersbelongs
toasinglepersonornot.Thecon-manistotalya・stranger・inthissense,andhis
existenceisamystery.Hence,wecannothelpasking,・whoorwhat・isthecon-man?3
Yetitisclearlyimpossibletoanswerthisquestion,whichappearstobearhetoricalone
andindeedimpliestheimpossibilityoftheidentification.Itisimpossiblenotonlybecause
theinformationprovidedbythenarratorisinsufficient,butalsobecausemysteriousnessor
unaccountableness,whichbydefinitionourempiricalknowledgecannotaccountfor,isessential
toMelvile・scon-man;withoutthisqualityhecannotcometohimself.Consequently,we
tendtoseehim aboveorbelow anaturalphenomenon.Infact,asFostersuggests,no
humanbeingcandisguisehimselfasperfectlyasthecon-mandoes;evenwhenhistrickery
doesnotwork,histransformationofthecharacterisneverdetected.Thereis・somethingof
thesupernatural・aboutthecon-man(xlvii).Onthefirstpageofthenovel,thenarrator
comparesthe・advent・ofthe・lamblike・man,whoissupposedtobethefirstavatarofthe
con-man,tothatof・MancoCapac,・aPeruviandeity.JohnW.Shroeder,ontheotherhand,
findsthesymbolofadevilinthecon-manandhisavatars,pointingoutthefrequentimage
ofthesnakeassociatedwithhim:・ThelegionsofSatan,patently,arelooseaboutthedeck
oftheFidele・(370).Deityordeviltry,somethingaboutthecon-mancannotbeaccountedfor
intermsofearthlyphenomena;thereisforeignnesstonaturalphenomenainthecon-man
thatmakeshim appearsupernatural.
Moreover,weneverknow thecon-man・smotiveforimpostures.Heactualycheatsthe
passengersoftheFideleoutofmoney,butmoneyisnevertheobjectofhisactions.Again
Fosterisquitecorrectinherpointingoutthat・hismostelaborateoperationshaveastheir
objectpaltrysums,meretokensofsuccessfulydeludedconfidence・(xlvii).Thecon-man
deceivespeopleinvain.Inadditiontothequestionof・whoorwhat・thecon-manis,
therefore,wewanttoask,whydoeshedeceivepeople?Itisbecausethecauseofthecon-
man・sactioncannotbefoundinthefieldofphenomenathatwecannotcomprehendhis
action.Thereisnoobjectofhisactions;moneyoranyotherearthlybeingcannotbethe
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3 Infact,ratherthanansweringdirectlythequestionsof・who・and・what・thecon-manis,thisessayis
concernedwiththesubtlerelationshipanddifferencebetween・who・and・what・thecon-manis,or
betweenanidentifiableindividualandanothermodeofexistenceinphenomenalnature.Inthissense,
Foster・squestion,whichwasutteredin1954,remainsthemostrelevantonetomyargument.
objectofsuchasupernaturalbeingasMelvile・scon-man.
Becauseofmysteriousnessorunaccountableness,however,thecon-manisnotnecessarilya
heavenlyorhelishbeing,suchasagodordevil.Thecon-manissimplyfreeintheKantian
senseoftheword:itseemsthatonsomeoccasionsthecon-man・sactionsarenotdetermined
bythelawsofnature.4Thedetermininggroundofthewilforhisactiondoesnotbelong
tothecausalityofnature;itdoesnotappearthatthecon-manperformshisactioninorder
tosatisfyhisdesireorinclinationatanylevel.Henceourfacultyofknowledgecannotgive
anaccountofhisactions,whichturnouttobemysteriousforus.Melvile・scon-manis
representedasasubjectoffreedom,firstofal,whoisindependentfrom thenecessityof
nature.Thecon-manisfreenotonlybecause,asanimposter,hedoesnotfolow human
society・slawsandrules,butalsobecausehecannotbeapprehendedbyourunderstanding,
whichislimitedto(natural)phenomenainconformitywiththelawsofnature.Heisan
exceptionalexistencetobothhumansocietyandunderstanding.Ifthereissomethingofthe
con-manthatdoesnotseem tobelongtonature,itcanbecaledtheKantianfreedom,which
isindependentfrom thelawsofnature,especialyfrom itscausality.5
TheideaofKantianfreedom thereforecanbehelpfulincontextualizingthechapter44,
inwhichthenarratorexpoundshisthoughtonthe・originality・infictionalcharacters,such
as・Hamlet...orDonQuixote,orMilton・sSatan.・Accordingtothenarrator,・thesenseof
originalityexistsatitshighestinaninfant,andprobablyatitslowestinhim whohas
completedthecircleofthesciences・(238).Thatis,originalityisaprioriandindependent
from experiencesortranscendental;itisfreefrom ourcognitiveknowledge.However,this
independencedoesnotmeananyrejectionofhumanrelationshipwithothers;ratherthe
originalityliteralystartsanew seriesofeventsinphenomenabyitselfindependentlyof
priorcauses.
Furthermore,ifweconsider,whatispopularlyheldtoentitlecharactersinfictiontobeingdeemed
original,isbutsomethingpersonalconfinedtoitself.Thecharactershedsnotitscharacteristic
on its surroundings,whereas,the originalcharacter,essentialy such,is like a revolving
Drummondlight,rayingawayfrom itselfalrounditeverythingislitbyit,everythingstarts
uptoit(markhowitiswithHamlet),sothat,incertainminds,therefolowsupontheadequate
conceptionofsuchacharacter,aneffect,initsway,akintothatwhichinGenesisattendsupon
thebeginningofthings.(239)
Theoriginalcharactercouldthereforebea・prodigy・or・inrealhistory・・anewlaw-giver,
arevolutionizingphilosopher,orthefounderofanew religion・(239).Thenarratorclearly
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4 ItshouldberememberedthatKant・sproofoffreedom isalwaystheresponsibilityofacriminal,aliar
inparticular(A 554/B582).
5 IthaslongbeendebatedwhetherMelvilehadactualyreadanyofKant・stextsornot.However,
MelvilehadknowledgeofKantenoughtoridiculehispopularityinPierrewhenthedevoteesofhis
philosophythe・Apostles・wereintroduced.
countsMelvile・scon-manthe・originalgenius・asoneoftheseoriginals.Thisoriginality
makeshim unaccountableforusbecauseheistoonewtobecomprehendedbyourempirical
knowledge,whichisconcernedwithmoreorlesswhathasalreadyhappened.Heisthe
originofhisownactions:heisfree.
Accordingly,ifthecon-manappearstobean・inconsistent・character,asthenarrator
admits,itisbecauseofthisfactthatheisfree.Sinceheisoriginalandabletobeginanew
seriesofevents,someofhisactionsdonotappeartobecongruouswiththosewhichhave
precededthem.Hisactionsasawholedonotform aseriesofeventsthatisconsistent
enoughtosignaltheexistenceofanidentity.Inthissense,inconsistencyisaconsequence
offreedom.Atthebeginningofchapter13,thenarratorcitesananecdoteasawarning
abouthischaracters・inconsistency:
Yearsago,agraveAmericansavan[sic],beinginLondon,observedataneveningpartythere,a
certain coxcombicalfelow,ashethought,an absurdribbon in hislapel,andful ofsmart
persiflage,whiskingabouttotheadmirationofasmanyasweredisposedtoadmire.Greatwas
thesavan・sdisdain;but,chancingerelongtofindhimselfinacornerwiththejackanapes,got
intoconversation with him,when hewassomewhatil-prepared forthegood senseofthe
jackanapes,butwasaltogetherthrownaback,uponsubsequentlybeingwhisperedbyafriendthat
thejackanapeswasalmostasgreatasavanashimself,beingnolessapersonagethanSir
HumphreyDavy.(64)
Thisanecdotecouldbereadasanexampleofadiscrepancybetweenappearanceandreality,
butbeingasavandoesnotcanceloutthesameperson・sbeingajackanapes;thenarrator・s
pointisnotthatappearancesaredeceiving,butthatonepersoncanbea・jackanapes・and
・savan・atthesametime.Regardingthecon-man,thereis・thekindofjauntylevity,or
whatmayhavepassedforsuch・inhischaracter,butatthesametimeheis・capableof
philosophicandhumanitariandiscoursenomerecasualsentenceortwoasheretoforeat
times,butsolidlysustainedthroughoutanalmostentiresitting.・Hence,atthemomentof
hisseriousness,thereadersmightexperiencea・surpriseincompatiblewiththeirowngood
opinionoftheirpreviouspenetration・(64).Inshort,asasubjectoffreedom,thecon-manis
divided.Someofhisactionshappenindependentlyoftheinclinationsthatwehaveknown
concerninghim;thecauseisirreducibletoanaturalphenomenonsothatitcannotbe
accountedforby ourempiricalknowledge.Thedivision makesitimpossibleforusto
identifyhim.
Becauseofthisinconsistencyordivision,alongwithhisoriginalityandunaccountableness,
thereappearsnothing substantialwritten in thetextthatinformsthecon-man・strue
character.Asasubjectoffreedom,thecon-man・struthisinaccessibletous;thereareonly
hisapparentactionsoftheimpostureavailabletous.Accordingly,thereadermighthavean
impressionthatthisnovelisfiledexclusivelywithsuperficialappearanceswhilethetruth
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iscompletelyabsent.IndeedcriticshaveveryoftenconsideredMelvile・slastnovel(published
duringhislifetime)asamanifestationofhisdespairorresignationtotheimpossibilityof
・TelingtheTruth・byfiction.6EdgarA.Dryden,forexample,hasarguedthatinThe
Confidence-Man,the・veilofilusion・isliftedonlytobereplacedwith・anewer,more
artificialone・;Melvilefinaly realizedthat・theliterary cosmosisasdeceitfulasthe
Christianone・(195).Discussingthenarrator・sargumentontheideaofrealityinfiction,
Drydenpointsoutthat,forthenarrator,fictionimplies・purelyartificialrealms,・whichdo
not・serveasbridgesbetweentheshadowsofthisworldofappearancesandthedivine
realityaboveorbehindit.・Melvile・sfictiondoesnotunitethedivision,leavingitopenand
makingthebeyondofappearancesinaccessibleforus,finiterationalbeings:・Therealization
thatthegreatestfictionisthehighestreality[whichisnotthe・divinereality・]negatesthe
possibilityofanessentialidentityanddestroysalconnectionbetweenalegitimateauthorization
toplayaroleandone・scapacityforplayingit・(167).Inchapter33thenarratorindeed
rejectsthemimetictheoryoffiction:・thepeopleinafiction,likethepeopleinaplay,must
dressasnobodyexactlydresses,talkasnobodyexactlytalks,actasnobodyexactlyacts・
(183).Fictionreferstonothingbutitself,and,asDrydensuggests,ithasnothingtodo
with・arealm ofideaswhichisaccessibletothepuremindoftheartist.・Infictionthere
isonly・uninhibitedroleplaying,・althoughthenarratorinsistsontherealityofsuchrole
playing(167).
IntheworldthatMelvilehasreachedattheendofhiscareerasaprofessionalwriter,
everythingisfictionalwhichthenarratorclaimstoberealanditsbeyondismerely
impossible.Yet,thisimpossibilitydoesnotsimplymeantheuniversalityandcompletionof
appearancesandsuperficiality.Rather,thereferencetotheimpossibilityof・telingthe
truth・alsoatteststotheradicalnessandprofundityofthedivisionbetweensuchatruth
andtheappearances.Thetruth issomething truly inaccessibleandimpossible.Dryden
regardstheirresolubledivisionasasignofMelvile・sresignation:・Melvilefinaly,with
TheConfidence-Man,abandonshissearchfortheform whichwilprovidethetruth-seeking
novelistwithameansofescapefrom theontologicalandsociallies・(151).Conversely,
however,thedivisionalsoindicatesthefactthatthereremainssomethingunknownand
undeterminedbeyondwhatwecanaccountforandwhatindeedwehaveaccountedfor.
Takingintoconsiderationwhatwehaveheretoforeexplored,thecon-man・soriginalityisthe
independencefrom therationalfinitebeing・sfacultiesofunderstandingandsensibility,of
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6 Melvile,・HawthorneandHisMosses,・244.Infact,Melvile・sideaoftruthisconcernedwiththesecret,
silence,unaccountable,ormoreexactlytheunaccounted-for:・InShakespeare・stombliesinfinitelymore
thanShakespeareeverwrote.AndifImagnifyShakespeare,itisnotsomuchforwhathediddo,as
forwhathedidnotdo,orrefrainedfrom doing.Forinthisworldoflies,Truthisforcedtoflylike
ascaredwhitedoeinthewoodlands;andonlybycunningglimpseswilsherevealherself,asin
ShakespeareandothermastersofthegreatArtofTelingtheTruth,eventhoughitbecovertly,and
bysnatches・(244).SeealsoBaym,・Melvile・sQuarrelwithFiction.・
whichobjectsareonlyappearances.Whatisatissueconcerningtheimpossibletruthisthat
despiteitsnegativityitstilinformsusofthefactthatphenomenacannotbecompletewith
themselves.Thereissomething thatkeepsthem from completion.Something remains
forevermissing.PeggyKamufindeedsees・acertainfuture・inthatdivision(171).She
explicatesthefirstsentenceofthethirdparagraphofthebook,inwhichthe・manin
cream-colors,・the・lamblike・mutewhoisassumedtobethefirstavatarofthecon-man,
isintroducedtothenarrative:・Inthesamemomentwithhisadvent,hesteppedaboardthe
favoritesteamerFidele,onthepointofstartingforNew Orleans・(TheConfidence-Man3).
Pointingouttheoddityofthissentenceitisuncertainwhichonestepsaboard,the・man
incream-colors・oranotheroneofthecon-man・sdisguisedavatarsKamufarguesthat
・Doubledinthatsingularlydividingstep,thesingular・who・isirretrievableattheoriginof
thiswriting.・Itisimpossibletoidentifythesubjectofthisfirststep.From thebeginning,
thecon-manisdivided;andthisdivisionmakesimpossiblewhatDrydencalsthe・essential
identity.・However,itispreciselythisimpossibilitythatpromisesfuturetocome.Kamuf
writes:・Theappearanceofthefigure,assuddenlyasagod・s,anappearance,therefore,that
isalreadydoubledbyalikeness,iscaledan・advent.・...Anadventisacoming,theeventof
acomingoftheabsolutelyotherintotheexperienceofthesame.Andatthatmomentthe
singulareventisdoubledbythelanguageoflikenessorsameness.Theincalculableoccurs,
itcomesaboutbythiscrossingofinnumerablesingulareventsintotherepresentationof
sameness,thatis,ofthemorethanone・(212).Itistruethatthereisnothinginthetext
thatcandeterminedecisively・whoorwhat・thecon-manis,andthereforethatthetruthis
totalyimpossible;butitisalsotruethatbecauseofthisimpossibility,whatwewantto
thinkasthecon-manisalwaysopentotheincalculableorfuturetocome.Asthenarrator
alegesinchapter44,theoriginalcharacterisnot・confinedtoitself.・7Ifthecon-manis
free,itisbecausethereremainssomething incompletein theseriesofconditionsthat
determine the cause ofhis actions.The con-man・s division thus makes his identity
impossible.8Inthissense,thecon-manisfree;thereisalwayssomethingthatremains
unaccountableabouthim.
Thecon-man・sfreedom isthuspredicatedonthefactthatweneverknow ・whoor
what・heis.Heisfreebecauseheisunaccountable.Ourignoranceortheholeinour
knowledgeisthewitnesstohisfreedom.Yet,conversely,weknowforsurethefactthatwe
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7 Theideaoforiginalityshouldalsobeunderstoodinthiscontext;itisapowertobringaboutwhathas
nothappenedyetorwhatisnew.Concerningthechapter44,BrankaArsicwrites,・...originalscannot
beoriginalsiftheyhaveany・recognizable・form.Totheextentthattheyarethe・origin・ofanew
world...,theycomefrom ・without,・theyimplyanew lifethathasn・tyetbeenformed.Theyarea
radiationthat,incontrasttowhatis・personal,・isnever・confinedtoitself・butspreadsaroundand
awayinaldirections・(6).
8 Sinceitisextremelydifficulttofindasingleunifiedidentityinthecon-man,therehasalwaysbeena
doubtthattheavatarsareinfactseparateimposters.
neverknow ・whoorwhat・thecon-man is.Wedonotknow ・wherein hisoriginality
consisted,・butwedoknow atleastthatheisan・originalgenius.・Wehavethefirm
knowledgethatthecon-manisnothingbutamysteryora・stranger.・Wealsoknowthat
thecon-manneverbeliesourexpectationthathedupesthepassengers.Becauseofhis
inconsistency,thecon-manexceedsourcapacityofunderstanding,butitispreciselythis
excessiveinconsistencythatenablesustocomprehendhim moreorless:wearesurethat
thecon-manissomeonetowhom ourunderstandingcannothaveanaccess.Thecon-manis
unidentifiable,butindeedhecanbeidentifiedasanegativeofidentityassomeonewithout
identity.Althoughthecon-manislackinganyidentity,thelackitselfcanfunctionasan
identity.Inconsistency marks his identity.In fact,when the narrator defends the
inconsistencyinchapter14,histheoryofinconsistencyresultinglyamountstoanegative
accountofthecon-man;hisideaofinconsistencyisassuchsoconsistentthatitcouldbe
evenanattempttoreducetheveryinconsistencyittriestodefend.
Firstofal,theinconsistencythatthenarratordiscussesisnotlimitedtooneofthe
con-man・s characteristics.As shown by the anecdote ofthe ・American savan,・ the
inconsistencymentionedinchapter13isthecon-man・sown,butinchapter14thenarrator・s
discussiononthefictionalcharacter・sinconsistencybeginswithRoberts,amerchantwhois
dupedbythecon-man.Themerchanthasbeencharitableupuntilchapter13henceheis
dupedbutattheendofthischapter,drinkingtogetherwiththecon-man,hisdistrustis
suddenlyrevealed:・...canwineorconfidencepercolatedownthroughalthestonystrataof
hardconsiderations,anddropwarmlyandruddilyintothecoldcaveoftruth?・Atthese
wordsofhisown,themerchantwas・almostasmuchsurprisedashiscompanion・and
・quiteatalosstoaccountforsucharhapsodypoppingoutofhim unbidden・(6768).The
nextchapterisanexplanationofthisunaccountableincidentbythenarrator:・Tosome,it
may raisea degreeofsurprisethatoneso ful ofconfidence,asthemerchanthas
throughoutshownhimself,uptothemomentofhislatesuddenimpulsiveness,should,in
thatinstance,havebetrayedsuchadepthofdiscontent.Hemaybethoughtinconsistent,
andevensoheis・(69).Boththecon-manandthemerchantareinconsistent.Thatis,
inconsistencyisnotasecretormysterypeculiartothecon-man,butrathersharedby
everyone.Wearestilignorantofwhatcausesthemerchant・sinconsistency,ofthetrue
identitythatunitestheoppositecharacteristics,butwearecertainthateveryoneismoreor
lessinconsistent.
Thenarratorevenclaimsthatitisnaturalforourlifetobeinconsistent:・Ifreasonbe
judge,nowriterhasproducedsuchinconsistentcharactersasnatureherselfhas.Itmust
calfornosmalsagacityinareaderunerringlytodiscriminateinanovelbetweenthe
inconsistenciesofconceptionandthoseoflife・(70).Thenarratordoesnotdenyorreject
inconsistency,orreplaceitwithconsistency;hemerelypointsoutthatinconsistencyis
everywhere.Asaresult,hisdefenseofinconsistencycalsforahigherlevelofharmonythat
（７）
cansubsumeit.
Butthoughthereisaprejudiceagainstinconsistentcharactersinbooks,yettheprejudicebears
theotherway,whenwhatseemedatfirsttheirinconsistency,afterwards,bytheskilofthe
writer,turnsouttobetheirgoodkeeping.Thegreatmastersexcelinnothingsomuchasinthis
veryparticular.Theychalengeastonishmentatthetangledwebofsomecharacter,andthenraise
admiration stil greaterattheirsatisfactory unraveling ofit;in thisway throwing open,
sometimestotheunderstandingevenofschoolmisses,thelastcomplicationsofthatspiritwhich
isaffirmedbyitsCreatortobefearfulyandwonderfulymade.(70)
Atfirst,inconsistencycauses・astonishment,・buteventualyitsatisfiesthereader.Through
themasteryofthewriter,thesurpriseistransformedintosatisfaction.Henceitiseven
necessaryforawritertowriteinconsistentcharacters;・he,who,inviewofitsinconsistencies,
saysofhumannaturethesamethat,inviewofitscontrasts,issaidofthedivinenature,
thatitispastfindingout,therebyevincesabetterappreciationofitthanhewho,by
alwaysrepresentingitinaclearlight,leavesittobeinferredthatheclearlyknowsal
aboutit.・Otherwise,hisorherwriting wouldbe・very pureandvery shalow・(70).
Inconsistency is a consistent law,as it were;it is always operating everywhere.
Consequentlythenarratorconcludeshisdiscussionwiththeideaofinvariableness.・The
grandpointsofhumannaturearethesameto-daytheywereathousandyearsago.The
onlyvariabilityinthem isinexpression,notinfeature.・Withthisinvariableknowledgeof
human naturalinconsistency,onenevergetslost;・hadhebeen furnishedwith atrue
delineation,itoughttofarewithhim somethingaswithastrangerentering,mapinhand,
Bostontown;thestreetsmaybeverycrooked,hemayoftenpause;but,thankstohistrue
map,hedoesnothopelesslylosehisway・(71).Althoughwecanneverunifythediscrete
elements consistently, the idea of inconsistency functions as firm knowledge that
consistentlyguidesouractions.Inconsistencyisarulethatonemustobserve.
Religiousconversioncouldbeseenasaform inwhichinconsistenciesofacharactercan
becomprehendedwithoutmakinghim absurd.Inhisconversationwiththe・gentleman
withgoldsleevebuttons,・the・maninthegraycoat,・whoisconsideredtobethefourth
avatarofthecon-man,proposeshisplanforaconversionofentireChina:・Dobutthink,
mydearsir,oftheeddiesandmaelstromsofpagansinChina....Whatareascoreortwo
ofmissionariestosuchapeople?A pinchofsnufftothekraken.Iam forsendingten
thousandmissionariesinabodyandconvertingtheChineseenmassewithinsixmonthsof
thedebarkation・(41).Conversionisatransformationofreligiousfaiththattakesplace
independentlyofhisorherpreviousinclinationsbecauseitissupposedtobeaworkof
God.Thatis,themissionariesintroduceinconsistencyintotheChinese・sfaith.Intermsof
faith,theywouldbedivided,experiencingagapinsertedintheirselves.Thepointinthe
con-man・sargumentis,however,thathewilexecutehisplanwiththe・Walstreetspirit・(40)
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andcausetheconversion・enmasse.・Duetoitsinconsistency,conversionissupposedtobe
incalculableandsecrettooneself,butthecon-man・sironyisthatitcanbeuniversalizedand
sharedbyeveryone.
Moreover,thegentlemancalsthecon-man・tooenthusiastic・(41).Hereferstotheword
negatively becausehethinksthatthecon-man・sprojectoftheuniversalconversion is
impossible:itisafantasy.Inresponse,however,thecon-mangivesthewordapositiveturn,
andindeedhecitesthesamephraseasKant,Coleridge,andEmersondid:・Aphilanthropist
is necessarily an enthusiast;for without enthusiasm what was ever achieved but
commonplace?・(41).Plato・sstatementinPhaedrusthat・thegreatestgoodsareproducedfor
usthroughmania,andareassignedtousbyadivinegift・(244a;31415)isrephrasedas
・nothinggreatwaseverachievedwithoutenthusiasm・byKant,Coleridge,andEmerson.9
Melvile・scon-manbelongstothediscourseofenthusiasm inwhichtheideawasalready
rehabilitatedintheageofRomanticism afterhavingbeenfearedbytheEnlightenment
writersasreligiousfanaticism.Thankstoenthusiasm,finiterationalbeingscanachieve
greatthings,goingbeyondthecommonplace.Inthecaseofthecon-man,enthusiasm brings
aboutthe conversion in faith,which is supposed to be unaccountable for empirical
knowledge,totheentirepopulationofChina.Thisenthusiasm isacompromisebetweenthe
unaccountableand(accountable)knowledge:theunaccountableisunderstoodandsharedby
manyindividualsassomethingunaccountable.Thecon-man・senthusiasm capitalizesonthe
samelogicastheconsistencyoftheinconsistent.
The con-man・s enthusiasm,which aims at the conversion ofthe entire Chinese
population,indicatesthestructureofwhatwenow calindividualism:theunaccountable,
original,orinconsistentisinfactunderstoodwelassomethingunaccountable,original,or
inconsistent,losing its radicalotherness to our empiricalknowledge.Itis generaly
understoodthateveryindividualisoriginalwithhisorherownsecret,actingunaccountably
and inconsistently every now and then.Asa result,theradicalunaccountablenessof
freedom becomesultimatelyaccountable.Inanindividualism society,itsmembermustbe
unaccountableintheiressence.GustaafVanCromphoutinsistsonthe・utterinaccessibility
ofthecharacterstoeachotherandtothenarrator.・Notonlythecon-manbutalsohis
victimsareunaccountable:・Everycharactermaintainshisorherabsoluteotherness,and
everyinterpretationofferedbythenarratororanotherobserverneveramountstoanything
morethan an exercisein creativemisunderstanding.・Yet,Iargue,this・impenetrable
thicketofmystery,incongruity,and aliennessisolating every character・(38)doesnot
separatetheeachcharacteratal;onthecontrary,theyform acommunitythatconsistsof
individualswhoareequippedwithhisorherowninaccessiblesecret.Itispreciselysuch
inaccessibilitythatqualifiesanindividual.Inthissense,thefreedom markedbythecon-
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9 Emerson,・Circles,・414;Coleridge,TheStatesman・sManual,I432;Kant,・EssayontheMaladiesofthe
Head,・2:267.
man・soriginalityandinconsistencyisnotfreedom butsubjectiontothecommunalityofthe
unaccountable.Melvile・scon-manisunaccountable,buthisunaccountablenessisthusthat
whichweknow assomething・unaccountable.・Consequently,whilewereadthenovel,the
con-man・sunaccountablenessisalwaysanticipated;wealwaysanticipatethecon-man・s
freedom,whichmanifestsitselfthroughhisinconsistency.Infact,asacon-man,hemustbe
freeinawaywearefamiliarwithanddosomethingmysterioussometimes.Hisfreedom is
notfreedom assuchbutalawoftheindividualism discourse.
Thecon-man・skindoffreedom is,aswehaveseen,basedonunaccountableness,which
also informsusofhisoriginality and inconsistency.Heisfreesinceour empirical
knowledgeisunabletoapprehendhim.Itisinthissensethathisfreedom couldbea
Kantianone:independenceofthecause,whichdetermineshiswil,from thephenomenal
seriesofeventsthatconformswiththelawsofnature.Freedom isaruptureinnature・s
causality.Yet,thecon-man・sfreedom doesnotliveuptoKant・sideal.AsFosterhas
pointedout,thedetermininggroundofthecon-man・swilforactionscannotbegivenan
account,butitstilfunctionsinthephenomenalfieldassomethingunaccountable,rather
thanachievingindependence.Thecon-manparticipatesinthecommunityontheFideleasan
unaccountableperson,asanoutsider,orasa・stranger.・Hisfreedom isinfactnota
division,althoughithasasemblanceofdivision.Itbridgesthedivisionbyappearingasa
division.
Judgingstrictlyfrom theviewpointofKantianphilosophy,therefore,Melvile・scon-man
cannotbeconsideredfreebecausehisfreedom iscompromised.In TheConfidence-Man,
however,thereisanotherideaoffreedom,which isproposedin chapter36by Mark
Winsome,a・mystic,・inaconversationwiththecon-man.Thetwodiscussthebeautyofthe
・rattle-snake,・whichactsonlyinthewaythatnaturehasmadehim act.Winsomeasks,
・Inshort,didthewishneveroccurtoyoutofeelyourselfexemptfrom knowledge,and
conscience,andrevelforawhileinthecare-free,joyouslifeofaperfectlyinstinctive,
unscrupulous,and irresponsiblecreature?・(190).WhiletheexperienceoftheKantian
freedom ismarkedbypainbecauseofitsaliennesstoinclinations,whichoperateprimarily
on thepleasureprinciple,precisely theabsenceofsuch pain informstherattlesnake・s
freedom.Winsome・sideaoffreedom mightsoundsimilartothatofempiricists,whichcan
beseeninJosephPriestley・sorThomasHobbes・thought:absenceofimpediment.Nothing
inthesnakeopposesitsinstinctforactionsthathasbeenprescribedbynature.Inthe
rattlesnake,thereisnodivisionbetweenitsknowledgeandthecauseofitsaction;henceit
doesnothesitate.Theempiricistideaoffreedom istheoppositeoftheKantianone.
Winsome・sidea,however,cannotbedeemedwholyasempiricism;whetherempiricism
orKantian,responsibilityisalwayscoupledwithfreedom.Onlythefreesubjectcanbe
responsible.Winsomefindstherattlesnakefreeofresponsibilitybecauseitdoeswhatnature
hasprogrammedhim todoasinstinct.ThisviewofresponsibilityisKantian;acriminalis
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responsibleforhisdeeddespitehiseducation,environment,orsituation,becauseasa
rationalbeinghehadfreedom atthemomentofthedecisionforthatdeed.Ontheother
hand,eveniftherattlesnakeisfreeintheempiricistsense,beingabletoenjoywhatitcan
dowithoutimpediment,itisstilresponsibleforhisdeedbecause,accordingtoPriestley,
responsibilityisattachedtothenatureorinKant・swordinclinationsoftheagent.
10
Kantian and empiricist ideas of freedom are strangely mixed in Mark Winsome・s
philosophy.11Indeed,eventhoughtherattlesnaketotalyimmersesitsexistenceinnature,
itisstilexceptionalandindependent.
・...Butifnow,・he[MarkWinsome]continued,・youconsiderwhatcapacityformischiefthereis
in arattle-snake(observe,Idonotchargeitwith being mischievous,Ibutsay ithasthe
capacity),couldyouwelavoidadmittingthatthatwouldbenosymmetricalviewoftheuniverse
whichshouldmaintainthat,whiletomanitisforbiddentokil,withoutjudicialcause,hisfelow,
yettherattle-snakehasanimpliedpermitofunaccountabilitytomurderanycreatureittakes
capriciousumbrageatmanincluded?...・(192)
Therattlesnakeisexemptedfrom accountability.Whiletheothershumanshavetogive
accountsofthemselves,thesnakeisrelieved ofsuch aduty.・Unaccountability・here
signifiesnotmysteriousnessbutirresponsibility,butitcouldalsomeantheexemptionor
independencefrom empiricalknowledgeinthesensethatthesnakedoesnotgiveanaccount
ofthecauseofitsaction.Thesnakeispermittedtobeunaccountable.Theirony is,
however,thatsincethesnakeactsinperfectaccordancewiththelawsofnaturethatis,it
iscompletelyconsistentthereisnoquestionaboutwhatcausesitsaction:asitsempiricist
kindoffreedom implies,itisperfectlyaccountableinteligibleintermsofthelawsof
nature.The snake is an exceptionalexistence because of its perfect accountability.
Consistencyisinconsistentorexceptionalintheworldofindividuals,who,beingdivided,
mustbeinconsistent.
Thesnakeisthusexceptionalbutatthesametimeheperfectlyobeysthelaws.The
rattlesnake・sfreedom mightappearopposedtothecon-man・sfreedom,whichisindependence
fromnature.Aswehaveseen,thecon-manisalsofolowingarule:theruleofinconsistency.
Asaduper,thecon-manisasconsistentastherattlesnake.Thecon-manappearstobe
dividedwhiletherattlesnakecompletelylacksadivision,buttheyareessentialythesame
becauseinbothofthem thewholeanditsexceptionarelinkedtogether.Thereisnotrue
divisioninbothofthem.
In chapter39,afterWinsomehaswithdrawn,EgbertWinsome・sdiscipleandthe
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10 SeePriestley・sargumentonpunishmentandreward.Heclaimsthatitisabsurdtorewardthesubject
ofvirtuousactionwhenitiscausedindependentlyofhisorherconstitution(8089).
11 Melvile・scritiqueofEmersonisoftenpointedoutinthefigureofMarkWinsome(seeOliver).Referring
toKant,Emersondefendedtranscendentalism,butatthesametimeafewtitlesofhisessays,suchas
・Nature・or・Experience,・indicatewhatisnottranscendentalintheKantiansense.
cosmopolitanthelastavatarofthecon-manexaminethepracticabilityofWinsome・s
philosophyinreal-lifesituationsbyenactingasceneofconversationbetween・hypothetical
friends.・Thecosmopolitanplaysaroleofamanwhoisin・urgentwantofmoney・and
asksfortheloanof・ahundreddolars・from hisfriend,playedbyEgbert.Inresponse,
Egbertflatlyrejectshisfriend・srequestonthegroundthathis・ruleforbids・(202).Asa
rule,therejectionofloansforfriendsisconsistentlyappliedtoanysituationwithout
exception;becauseitishisrule,therejectioncanalwaysbeanticipatedandistherefore
calculable.Inhisinsistenceontherule,Egbertmightsoundlikeamanoflawfulness,but
whenheexplainshisruleofnofriendlyloans,amorecomplicatedstructureemerges:
Igiveawaymoney,butneverloanit;andofcoursethemanwhocalshimselfmyfriendisabove
receivingalms.Thenegotiationofaloanisabusinesstransaction.AndIwiltransactnobusiness
withafriend.Whatafriendis,heissocialyandintelectualy;andIratesocialandintelectual
friendshiptoohightodegradeitoneithersideintoapecuniarymake-shift.Tobesurethereare,
andIhave,whatiscaledbusinessfriends;thatis,commercialacquaintances,veryconvenient
persons.ButIdraw ared-inklinebetweenthem andmyfriendsinthetruesensemyfriends
socialandintelectual.Inbrief,atruefriendhasnothingtodowithloans;heshouldhaveasoul
aboveloans.Loansaresuch unfriendly accommodationsasaretobehadfrom thesouless
corporationofabank,bygivingtheregularsecurityandpayingtheregulardiscount.(202203)
Egbert・srulestatesthatfriendshipmustbeindependentfrom businessoreconomy,which
isessentialycalculable:friendshipmustremainincalculable,accordingtotherule.Asa
rule,however,theexceptionfrom thecalculableisitselfcalculable.Justasthecon-man・s
inconsistencyisconsistent,sothefriendship・sincalculabilityiscalculableasarule.Mark
Winsome・s philosophy thus reconciles the whole and its exception,making it more
comprehensive.InTheConfidence-Man,theexceptionalideassuchastheunaccountable,
original,andinconsistent,areboundupwithacertainkindoflawfulnessthatultimately
repressestheexceptionality.Wai-cheeDimockpointstotheinevitablerelationshipbetween
freedom andtheeconomythatfunctionsthankstofreedom:・...ifthesnakeisrendered
unaccountablebyanontologizedeconomy,onethatdiscountsitsaction,suchaneconomy
canwork,paradoxicaly,onlyinconjunctionwithsomethingthatisitsobverse:aneconomy
thatcountseverything,thatconstitutestheself,infact,asasiteofreckoning・(179).This
isalsothecasewiththecon-man:heisexemptedfrom ourknowledge,butatthesametime
hemustremainexceptional.Exceptionalityisthelawhemustobey.
TheConfidence-Manisfiledwiththisstructureoffreedom;itisnotlimitedtothecon-
man.The・backwoodsman・isoneofsuchindividuals.Liketherattlesnake,heisexempted
from thedivisionofcharacter:・Impulsive,heiswhatsomemightcalunprincipled.・Inhis
character,nothingexceedswhatnaturehasgivenhim:・naturedestinessuchsagacityasshe
hasgivenhim,asshedestinesittothe・possum.・Inshort,・instinctsprevailwiththe
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backwoodsmanoverprecepts.・Everythingisprogrammedbynature,sothatthereisno
room for responsibility;even ifthe backwoodsman makes mistakes and suffers the
consequences,therewouldbe・noself-blame.・Yet,atthesametime,thebackwoodsmanis
・self-wiled.・Althoughheunderstandsthathisdestinyhasalreadybeendeterminedby
nature,he・lesshearkenstowhatothersmaysayaboutthings,thanlooksforhimself,to
seewhatarethingsthemselves.・Inthenarrator・swords,thebackwoodsmanisalsoan
・original・:・hemustdependuponhimself;hemustcontinualylooktohimself.Henceself-
reliance,tothedegreeofstandingbyhisownjudgment,thoughitstandalone・(14445).On
theonehand,heisinstinctivehenceundividedasmuchastherattlesnakeor・possum is,
butontheotherhandheissoindependentastoproduceanimpressionthathetranscends
humanity:heshowsus・thespectacleofacreaturedwelingexclusivelyamongtheworksof
God・(145).Likeananimal,heislackingadivision,butexactlybecauseofthiscompleteness
thebackwoodsman standsoutin theworldofindividuals.Asaresult,such asimple
character as the backwoodsman appears to be paradoxicaly profound. Concerning
individualism inTheConfidence-Man,Dimockaptlywrites,・wemightalsothinkofthat
individualasa・subject・inadoublesense:heisboththe・subject・offreedom,whoseaction
isdiscountedbyhisbeing,andthe・subject・ofaccountability,whosefateismeasuredby・his
ownfault・(188).
Accordingly,itisnotdifficulttofindthefunctionofsocietyintheconstructionofthe
idea offreedom in TheConfidence-Man.RachelColearguesthatboth ・freedom and
personhood...representaform ofsymboliccapital,endowedbyothersratherthanclaimed
byaself-fashioningindividual・becausein・Melvile・sview,freedom maydissolvetheself,
butpersonsareconstitutedby others・wilingnesssimultaneously tograntandreward
liberty.・Inotherwords,dissolutionoftheself,onwhichthecon-manispredicated,isin
factwhatsocietydesiresinanindividual.HenceColecangosofarastoclaim thatthe
・confidence-manisthusanythingbutautonomous.Infact,herepresentsthepossibilitythat
personhoodmightbeirreduciblysocial・(386).12Infact,unlikeBartleby,nomatterhow
originalandindependentfrom thelawsthecon-manis,hecanaccommodatehimselftothe
worldandsocietysmoothly.Heisnotarrestedorimprisonedtodeath.Hisfreedom isan
individualism thatisdeterminedbytherulesofsociety.
EventhoughthecosmopolitanrespondsnegativelytoWinsome・squestionwhetherhe
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12 AlthoughDrydenandKamufconceivethatthedivisionofthecon-manisunlinkablebecauseofhis
originalsplitortheoriginalmultiplicityofhisadvent,andthereforeopensupthepossibilityofthe
otherortheotherpossibility,DimockandColethinkthatthecon-manisstilabletoform a・free
subject・oranindividualequippedwithasplit;thecon-manisanidealofindividualism.Thatis,the
differencebetweenthesetworeadingsliesbetweenthe(realandunaccountable)undecidableand・the
(accountable)undecidable,・orbetweenanunbridgeabledivisionandauniteddivision(whichinfact
makesthesubjectmorecomprehensive).Or,toputdifferently,forDrydenandKamufthebookThe
Confidence-Manisbeyondhumanunderstanding,whileforDimockandColethecon-manisultimately
understandableasan・unaccountable・character.
wantstobeasfreeasarattlesnakehismodeoffreedom appearsindistinguishablefrom
therattlesnake・sfreedom.Itistruethatthecon-man・smotivecanneverbeknowntous
moneyisnothisobjectbutitisalsotruethatheneverhesitatesoverhisimpostures,as
therattlesnakedoesn・toveritsinstinctivekilings.Thecon-manistotalylackingthepain
orsufferinginhisdecisiontoact,nottomentionthesenseofdutyandtherespectforthe
morallaw.AsKantsuggests,ifthecauseofactiondoesnotbelongtothephenomenal
seriesthatis,ifanactionisaconsequenceoffreedomthereshouldbea・feelingthatcan
becaledpain・becausefreedom doesnotconform totheagent・sinclinationsbutrather
strikesthem down.Thecon-manisnotonlylackingthepaininhimselfbutalsoselsthe
・Samaritan Pain Dissuader,・which heclaims・kilspain withoutkiling feeling・(87).
Although thecon-man・sfreedom isan idealofindividualism especialy becauseofits
originality,suchanindividualcannotbedistinguishedfrom arattlesnakeora・possum.The
individual,whom todaywetendtoregardasfree,hasnorealdivision,andconsequently
folowsthelawsofnatureperfectly.
Itshouldbenoted,however,thatwhatisradicalaboutMelvile・slastnovelishistotal
indifferencetowhatwehaveembracedasthemarkofhumanity.Thecon-manisbothtotaly
determinablefolowingthecausalityofnatureand(determinably)・indeterminable・asan
individual.Thecon-manisbothundividedand・divided.・Westilbelieveinthesuperior
valueofbeing・unaccountable,・・indeterminable,・or・divided・asindividuals,andtryto
distinguishthesetwomodesofexistence,butMelvilewritesasifthereisnodistinction
betweenthem.Itisthisindifferencetothesupposedlyimportantdifferencethatmakesus
uncomfortablein reading hislastnovel.Whatwewitnessisaspectaclein which the
freedom ofindividualism isinseparablefrom therattlesnake・sfreedom,andinwhichwhen
anindividualpursuesfreedom toitsextreme,hecannotavoidbecomingarattlesnake.This
spectacleisnottheoneinwhichanindividualandarattlesnakearesubsumedunderthe
umbrelaofnature,orinwhichanyresistancetonatureoranyattempttobeexempted
from itisprovedtobefutile.Rather,itseemsthatforMelvilethetruth ofafree
individualisarattlesnake.13
Whatisatissueisnotfreedom assuch butthefantasy offreedomnotthe
unaccountableassuchbutthecomfortableunderstandingoftheunaccountableassomething
unaccountable.WhatisindistinguishableinTheConfidence-Manbutweusualydistinguish
isnotfreedom andnaturebutthefantasyoffreedom andnature.Throughtheviewpoint
ofthelawyer-narrator・Bartleby・thematizestheprocessin which thisdistinction is
eventualydeniedbytheexistenceofBartleby:thelawyeratfirstfantasizesBartlebyasan
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13 Unlikeinnaturalism,whichthematizestheunrelentingdominationofnature,thefantasyofindividualist
freedom isneverdeniedinMelvile・snovel;ratheritdevelopsintoitsprime.Butthiskindoffantasy
is,initsprimeandextreme,indistinguishablefrom anaturalphenomenon.
individual,who issupposed to beas・free・and ・unaccountable・aseveryoneis,but
eventualythisfantasycolapses.InTheConfidence-Man,Melvilewritesfrom theviewpoint
oftheonewhoknowsalreadysuchdistinctionismeaningless.While・Bartleby・isastory
aboutthediscoveryoftheidentitybetweenthefantasyandnature,inTheConfidence-Man
suchdiscoveryhasalreadyoccurredbeforethecon-manisintroduced.Inotherwords,The
Confidence-Manbeginswhere・Bartleby・ends:itisalaboutthetotalabsenceoffreedom
throughoutthetext.InTheConfidence-Man,Melvilepresentstousaworldthathas
nothingtodowithfreedom,radicalynothingtothedegreethatthereisnoneedinsisting
oneitherpossibilityorimpossibilityoffreedom.Unlike・Bartleby,・theabsenceofreal
freedom isnotapointtoreachintheprocessofthenarrativebutaconditionofthecon-
manfrom thebeginning.
TheConfidence-Manbeginswiththeconfirmedfactthatnatureandtheindividualist
fantasyoffreedomnotfreedom assuchcannotbedistinguished.Sincehewrotethisnovel
after・Bartleby,・inwhichtheessentialsamenessbetweennatureandthefantasyoffreedom
hadbeenrevealed,Melviledidnothavetobeironicalabout,orostentatiouslyshow the
fantasticalityofthefreedom ofindividualism.ThisexplainsthelackofclimaxinThe
Confidence-Man.Thereisnomomentofrevelation,exposure,ordiscovery.Notonlythe
distinctionbetweenthefantasyoffreedom andnature,butalsothesenseofthesignificance
ofsuchdistinctionistotalyabsentinMelvile・scareer-endingnovel.Itseemsthat,sincethe
insignificanceofthedistinctionisalreadypresupposed,hedoesnotfeelthenecessityto
distinguish between natureand thefantasy offreedom.In TheConfidence-Man,the
impossibilitytodistinguishthefantasyoffreedomandnatureisnothiddenortobeexposed
(becauseitisnottheinformationMelvileiseagertotelus)butobviouseverywhere.In
short,theargumentbyDimockandColetheidentitybetweenindividualandrattlesnake
freedomsisalreadypresupposedbyMelvilehimself.Theyareindistinguishablebecause
Melviledoesnottrytodistinguishthem.Weusualyassumethisdistinctionissignificant,
butMelvilewritesasifthereisnosuchdistinction;Melviledoesnotintendtodestroyour
fantasy,butafter・Bartleby・hemerelydoesnotcareabout,ordoesnotsee,thedistinction.
Sincethereisnodistinction,itisimpossibletodecidewhetherthecon-manfantasizes
freedom ormerelyfolowsthelawsofnature.Thisradicalundecidabilitydoesnotappearas
asurprise,discovery,orrevelation,unlikein・Bartleby・:itisalwaystherefromthebeginning
toend.While・Bartleby・isastoryaboutthediscoveryofthisundecidabilityandthe
surpriseitcauses,itispossibletosaythatthebook,TheConfidence-Man,isassucha
surprise.Thereisnosurpriseinthebook,butthereisasurpriseofthebook.Ifsurprise
isamarkoffreedom sinceitcannotbeaccountedforbyempiricalknowledge(henceitis
surprising),ithappensnottothecharactersinthetextbuttothereaderofthetext.
Becauseofthissurprise,itisimpossibletoenjoyTheConfidence-Man.Ratheritis
boringandannoying.Theidentity,oratleasttheindistinguishableness,betweenthehuman
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individualandtherattlesnakecausesannoyanceforthereader,ratherthanfortheduped
passengers,whoareindeedsatisfiedwiththecon-man・sconsistentinconsistencyoreven
impressedbyhis・originality.・TheConfidence-Manisboringinthesensethatthereisno
momentofrevelation,discovery,orencounterofthisnon-distinction.Yettheboredomofthe
bookisassuchneverboringbutsurprising;andinthatsense,theexperienceofreadingthe
bookcouldbesomethingnew.
MelvilewroteTheConfidence-Manafter・Bartleby.・TheConfidence-Manstartswhere
・Bartleby・ends.HecouldnotwriteTheConfidence-Manasiftherewereno・Bartleby.・He
couldnotwriteasiftherestilwerethediscernable,significant,substantial,andfunctional
distinctionbetweenthefantasyoffreedom (whichisnotfreedom assuch)andnature,oras
iftherewerethesurprisingdiscoveryoftheabsenceofthisdistinction.Hedoesnothave
thefantasyoffreedom anylonger,althoughfreedom appearedin・Bartleby・whenthe
fantasycolapsedandasurprisehappened.Melvileisnotinterestedinsuchdistinction
betweenthefantasyandnatureanylongerafter・Bartleby,・whichwasastoryabouta
surpriseinwhichitwasrevealedthattheywereessentialythesamephenomenon.Infact
boththefantasyoffreedom (individualism)andnature(irresponsiblerattlesnake)arestil
writteninMelvile・slastnovel,butthepointisthatthesignificanceoftheirdistinctionis
neglectedandignored.Itisratherus,thereaders,whowouldplacesignificanceonthe
distinctionbetweenthefantasyandnatureandwantthem tobedistinguished.Inother
words,TheConfidence-Manisanovelwrittenfrom theperspectiveofamanwhohas
alreadywritten・Bartleby.・Sinceheisbasicalyanindividual,theconfidence-manmightnot
besurprising,butTheConfidence-Manissurprising.Weexperiencethebookinthesame
wayasthelawyer-narratorencountersBartleby.
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